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Art Unit: 1763 

DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 



(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Steger 2005/0056622. 

Steger teaches an apparatus for the compensation of the edge ring wear in a plasma 
processing chamber. 

The apparatus comprises a plasma processing chamber, a susceptor 1 12, a ring member 
102, and a lower ring body 108. 

3. Claims 1,5, 10, 1 1, 13, 14, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Hoffman 2004/0159287. 



Claim 1 : Hoffman teaches a plasma reactor comprising a chamber 100, a susceptor 105, a 
ring member 1 15, and a lower ringl20. 

Claims 5 and 13: Both the wafer and the ring are described as made of semiconductor. 

Claim 10: Product by process limitations the how the ring was formed does not further limit 
the claim nor does it receive patentable weight, see [0092] 

Claims 1 1 and 19 are a matter of an intended use no structural limitation are not given patentable 
weight. 

Claim 14: See element 20 
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4. Claims 1,5, 10-14, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Dhindsa et al (US 6,391,787). 

Dhindsa et al teaches a stepped upper electrode for plasma processing uniformity. 

Dhindsa et al teaches a plasma processing apparatus comprising: 

a plasma processing chamber (see col. 7 line 16-20); 

a susceptor 19 installed within the plasma processing 

chamber for mounting thereon a substrate to be processed; 

a ring member 17 disposed to surround periphery of the 

substrate to be processed with a gap therebetween; and 

a lower ring body 18placed below the substrate be 

processed and the ring member. 

Claims 5 and 13: Both the wafer and the ring are described as made of silicon see col.4 line 
48 and col. 7 lines 1-12. 

Claim 10: Product by process limitations the how the ring was formed does not further limit 
the claim nor does it receive patentable weight. 

Claims 1 1 and 19 are a matter of an intended use no structural limitation are not given patentable 
weight. 

Claim 12: Electrostatic chuck 16 
Claim 14: Fig. IB, lCand2A. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/75 1 ,898 Page 4 

Art Unit: 1763 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 2-8, 15-17 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hoffman et al. 

Claims 2-4 and 15-17: The dimensions of the ring 1 15 is 10 (ID) 13 (OD) inches 
according to the specification page 14 the impedance is related to the thickness. 
Claim 6-8 and 20 The teachings of Hoffman were discussed above. 
Hoffman fails to teach the thickness of the substrate as being related to the impedance 
However, In Gardner v. TEC Systems, Inc., 725 F.2d 1338, 220 USPQ 777 (Fed. Cir. 1984), 
cert, denied, 469 U.S. 830, 225 USPQ 232 (1984), the Federal Circuit held that, 
where the only difference between the prior art and the claims was a recitation of relative 
dimensions of the claimed device and a device having the claimed relative dimensions 
would not perform differently than the prior art device, the claimed device was not 
patentably distinct from the prior art device. 

The motivation to provide the dimensions of Hoffman et al within the ranges of claims 6-8 is that 
mete the optimal physical parameters of protection to the wafer for processing and provide the 
desired impedance. 
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Thus, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the claimed 
invention to provide the dimensions of the ring member within the ranges of claims 6-8 as a 
matter of optimization.. 

7. Claims 2-8, 15-17 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dhindsa et al. 

Claims 2-4 and 15-17: The dimensions of the ring of Dhindsa et al were discussed in col. 
8 of Dhindsa et al and according to the specification page 14 of the present invention, the 
impedance is related to the thickness. 

Claim 6-8 and 20 The teachings of Dhindsa et al were discussed above. 
Dhindsa et al fails to teach the thickness of the substrate as being related to the impedance 
However, In Gardner v. TEC Systems, Inc., 725 F.2d 1338, 220 USPQ 777 (Fed. Cir. 1984), 
cert, denied, 469 U.S. 830, 225 USPQ 232 (1984), the Federal Circuit held that, 
where the only difference between the prior art and the claims was a recitation of relative 
dimensions of the claimed device and a device having the claimed relative dimensions 
would not perform differently than the prior art device, the claimed device was not 
patentably distinct from the prior art device. 

The motivation to provide the dimensions of Dhindsa et al within the ranges of claims 6-8 is that 
mete the optimal physical parameters of protection to the wafer for processing and provide the 
desired impedance. 

Thus, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the claimed 
invention to provide the dimensions of the ring member within the ranges of claims 6-8 as a 
matter of optimization. 
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8. Claims 9 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hoffman 
or Dhindsa et al in view of Tong et al (US 2004/0083975). 

The teachings of Hoffman et al or Dhindsa et al were discussed above. 

Hoffman et al and Dhindsa et al fail to teach the materials of construction as discussed in claims 
9 and 18 of the claimed invention. 

Tong et al teaches a hot edge ring 108 surrounding an electrostatic chuck wherein the chuck is 
made of such materials as SiC and silicon. 

Tong et al teaches that the material of construction of the edge ring the degree f coupling through 
the plasma can be tailored to provide a desired localized "edge" etch rate at the outer portion of 
the substrate being processed, see [0026 of Tong et al]. 

Thus, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the claimed 
invention to construct the ring of Hoffman et al or Dhindsa et al with the materials disclosed by 
Tong et al. 

Conclusion 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sylvia R. MacArthur whose telephone number is 571-272-1438. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F during the core hours of 9 a.m. and 3 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Parviz Hassanzadeh can be reached on 571-272-1435. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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